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DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 6, 15-17, 22-24, 26-29, 31-32, 34, 36-38 and 43 have been cancelled. 

Examiner's Note 

The Examiner has taken notice that some of the claims are missing underlining in the 
amended portions. For example, claim 4 which was previously independent is now dependent 
upon claim 1. There is no underlining to under the phrase "The method of claim 1, wherein said 
operating comprises" to reflect the change. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior ait are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinaiy skill in the art to which said subject mailer pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
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the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-4, 5, 7-12, 14, 18, 25, 30, 33, 39, 40, 42, 44, 46-49, 52, and 53 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta et al. (US 2001/0034228) in view 
of Khalil et al. (US 6,578,085), hereinafter referred to as KhaUl, and Daruwalla et al. (US Pat 

7,058,007), hereinafter referred to as Daruwalla. 

5. For claims 1, 39, 42, 46, 48, and 52, Lehtovirta discloses a failure recovery operation 
where partial and complete network node failures are detected [figure 10]. In the case where a 
partial failure is detected, a list (fault signal) containing affected User Equipment (UE) and 
Radio Access Bearers (RABs) is generated and distributed among the network nodes. The 
network node that receives the list (fault signal) uses the list information to reset all affected 
RABs (fault response operation). Additionally, fauh responses could also include a reset of all 
RABs for a particular UE and the resetting of signaling connections [0044-0045] . 

6. The fault messages in Lehtovirta's invention are distributed among network nodes. 
Lehtovirta does not disclose the UEs (end nodes) receive a fault signal or perform a recovery 
operation. Daruwalla discloses an architecture where an modem (end node) initiates a fault 
response upon the reception of a failure announcement message from a Cable Modem 
Termination System (CMTS) (network node). In Daruwalla' s invention the fault response 
performed by the modem is to cutover to a secondary path by connecting to another CMTS [col. 
14 lines 4-17, figures 6 and 7] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use Daruwalla's fault recovery mechanism in Lehtovirta's 
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invention to reduce delays caused by equipment failure or a network failure [Daruwalla, col. 2 
lines 50-55]. 

7. Lehtovirta does not disclose the generation of Mobile Internet Protocol (IP) signals, r, 
Khalil discloses generating, from Mobile IP signals directed to the end node or transmitted by the 
end node, a list of network nodes identifying network nodes used in routing signals to or from 
the end node, the Mobile IP signals including at least one of a Mobile IP agent solicitation 
message, a Mobile IP agent advertisement message, a Mobile IP registration message and a 
Mobile IP registration reply message (see col. 5 lines 33-42). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to generate the list as taught by Khalil in the system of 
Lehtovirta. The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles register so that is no 
delay when the list needs to be accessed. 

8. For claims 2, 47, and 49, Lehtovirta fiirther teaches comparing network node 
information included in the received fault signal to information in the generated list identifying at 
least one network node used in routing signals to or from the end node (see paragraphs 44 and 
45). 

9. For claim 3, Lehtovirta fiirther teaches determining the fault response operation as a 
function of information stored in the end node, the stored information relating to a plurality of 
possible operations (see paragraphs 44 and 45). 

10. For claims 4 and 25, Lehtovirta discloses a failure recovery operation where partial and 
complete network node failures are detected [figure 10]. In the case where a partial failure is 
detected, a hst (fault signal) containing affected User Equipment (UE) and Radio Access Bearers 
(RABs) is generated and distributed among the network nodes. The network node that receives 
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the list (fault signal) uses the list information to reset all affected RABs (fault response 
operation). Additionally, fauh responses could also include a reset of all RABs for a particular 
UE and the resetting of signaling connections [0044-0045] . 

1 1 . The fault messages in Lehtovirta's invention are distributed among network nodes. 
Lehtovirta does not disclose the UEs (end nodes) receive a fault signal or perform a recovery 
operation. Daruwalla discloses an architecture where an modem (end node) initiates a fault 
response upon the reception of a failure announcement message from a Cable Modem 
Termination System (CMTS) (network node). In Daruwalla' s invention the fault response 
performed by the modem is to cutover to a secondary path by connecting to another CMTS [col. 
14 lines 4-17, figures 6 and 7]. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use Daruwalla's fault recovery mechanism in Lehtovirta's 
invention to reduce delays caused by equipment failure or a network failure [Daruwalla, col. 2 
lines 50-55]. 

12. For claim 5, Lehtovirta further teaches using a list of network nodes to determine if the 
node is used in the routing of signals to the end node (see paragraph 44). 

13. For claim 7, Lehtovirta further teaches the stored information includes information 
identifying a network node which is used by the end node as an access node through the end 
node is coupled to other nodes in the communications network (see paragraph 46; The RNC 
coupled to the base station is used by the end node as an access node.). 

14. For claim 8, Lehtovirta fiirther teaches the access node is a base station and the end node 
is a mobile device that is coupled to the base station by a wireless communications link (see Fig. 
1 Boxes 28 and 30). 
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15. For claims 9 and 33, Lehtovirta further teaches generating at least a portion of the stored 
information identifying the network nodes used in routing signals to or from the end node from 
information included in signals sent to or from the end node (see paragraph 44). Lehtovirta 
teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of dynamically 
generating at least a portion of the stored information identifying the network nodes used in 
routing signals to or from the end node from information included in signals sent to or from the 
end node. 

16. However, Khalil teaches dynamically generating at least a portion of the stored 
information identifying the network nodes used in routing signals to or from the end node from 
information included in signals sent to or from the end node (see col. 5 lines 33-42; The 
information is djoiamically generated using registration messages.). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of KhaUl in the system of Lehtovirta. 
The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles register so that is no delay when the 
list needs to be accessed. 

17. For claim 10, Lehtovirta teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the 
exception of dynamically generating at least a portion of the stored information identifying 
network nodes includes: operating the end node to monitor for non-fault related signals and to 
generate at least some of the stored information from the monitored non-fault related signals. 

18. However, Khalil teaches dynamically generating at least a portion of the stored 
information identifying network nodes includes: operating the end node to monitor for non-fault 
related signals and to generate at least some of the stored information from the monitored non- 
fault related signals (see col. 5 lines 33-42; The end node monitors for regisfration reply 
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messages, and the list is generated from registration messages.). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of Khalil in the system of Lehtovirta. 
The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles register so that is no delay when the 
list needs to be accessed. 

19. For claim 11, Lehtovirta further teaches session signaling messages communicated to or 

from the end node (see paragraph 49). 

20. For claim 12, Lehtovirta further teaches the non-fault related signals are routing 
messages (see paragraph 10). 

21 . For claim 14, Lehtovirta discloses a fault response where a RAB and/or signaling 
connection should be released (end node state update operation) [0045] . 

22. For claim 18, Lehtovirta further teaches receiving a fault signal at a first network node; 
and sending a network node fault signal to the end node in response to receiving a fault signal 
(see paragraph 44). 

23. For claim 30, Lehtovirta further teaches where the stored information includes 
information identifying a network node, in the list of network nodes, which is used by the end 
node (see paragraph 44). Lehtovirta teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with 
the exception of the node being used by the end node as at least one of a Mobile IP home agent, a 
SIP proxy server, and a SIP location registrar. 

24. However, Khahl teaches the node being at least one of a Mobile IP home agent, a SIP 
proxy server, and a SIP location registrar (see col. 5 lines 33-42). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of BChaUl in the system of Lehtovirta. 
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The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles register so that is no delay when the 

list needs to be accessed. 

25. For claims 40, and 44, Lehtovirta further teaches the device includes a wireless 
transmitter; and where means for receiving includes a radio receiver circuit (see Fig. 1 Box 30). 
Lehtovirta teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of 
generating, from Mobile IP signals directed to the end node or transmitted by the end node, a list 
of network nodes identifying network nodes used in routing signals to or from the end node, the 
Mobile IP signals including at least one of a Mobile IP agent solicitation message, a Mobile IP 
agent advertisement message, a Mobile IP registration message and a Mobile IP registration 
reply message. 

26. However, Khahl teaches generating, from Mobile IP signals directed to the end node or 
transmitted by the end node, a list of network nodes identifying network nodes used in routing 
signals to or from the end node, the Mobile IP signals including at least one of a Mobile IP agent 
solicitation message, a Mobile IP agent advertisement message, a Mobile IP registration message 
and a Mobile IP registration reply message (see col. 5 lines 33-42). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to generate the list as taught by Khalil in the system of 
Lehtovirta. The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles register so that is no 
delay when the list needs to be accessed. 

27. For claim 53, Lehtovirta further teaches the device includes a wireless transmitter; and 
where means for receiving includes a radio receiver circuit (see Fig. 1 Box 30). 

28. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta in 
view of Daruwalla and Hippelainen et al. (US 2004/0081086). 
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29. For claim 13, the combination of Lehtovirta and Daruwalla does not disclose the use of a 
Mobile IP registration operation in response to the fault. Hippelainen teaches releasing a 
resource link and a Mobile IP registration operation in response to the fault (see paragraph 5). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of 
Hippelainen in the system of Lehtovirta. The motivation for doing so is to make the system 
more reliable. 

30. Claims 15-17 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lehtovirta et al. (US 2001/0034228) in view of Khalil and Daruwalla, as applied to claims 6 and 
22 above, and further in view of Bender et al. (US 2003/0016629). 

3 1 . For claim 15, Lehtovirta teaches sending a fault message in response to a fault condition 
(see paragraph 44). Lehtovirta in view of Khalil teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of sending a status request signal from a first network node to a 
second network node; receiving a response to the status request signal; and sending a network 
node fault signal to the end node when the response indicates a fault condition. However, 
Bender teaches sending a status request signal from a first network node to a second network 
node (see paragraph 35 lines 1-3); and receiving a response to the status request signal. 

32. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of 
Bender in the system of Lehtovirta in view of Khalil. The motivation for doing so is the network 
management device can actively detect a fault without waiting for a fault notification from a 
different node. 

33. For claims 16 and 24, Lehtovirta in view of Khalil teaches all the subject matter of the 
claimed invention with the exception of periodically sending a status request signal and 
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determining a fault from the lack of a response. However, Bender teaches periodically sending a 
status request signal from a first network node to a second network node (see paragraph 35 lines 
1-3; A message is sent to a node and the node waits for a predetermined time period for a 
response. After the time period expires, if no response is received, the node sends another 
message.), and sending a network node fault signal to the end node when a response to at least 
one of the periodically received status request signals is not received (see paragraph 35 lines 10- 
13; Once the number of times no response has been received from the message crosses a 
threshold, a fault is considered to have occurred.). 

34. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of 
Bender in the system of Lehtovirta in view of Khalil. The motivation for doing so is the network 
management device can actively detect a fault without waiting for a fault notification fi-om a 
different node. 

35. For claim 17, Lehtovirta in view of Khalil teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of counting the number of consecutive status request signals sent 
for which a response is not received and sending a fault signal in response to determining that the 
maintained count at least equals a threshold number. However, Bender teaches maintaining a 
count of the number of consecutive status request signals sent to the second node for which a 
response is not received (see paragraph 35 lines 10-12) and a fault is determined in response to 
determining that the maintained count at least equals a threshold number (see paragraph 35 lines 
10-12). 

36. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of 
Bender in the system of Lehtovirta in view of BChalil. The motivation for doing so is the network 
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management device can actively detect a fault without waiting for a fault notification fi-om a 
different node. 

37. Claims 19-21 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lehtovirta in view of Khalil and Daruwalla as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of 
Shah (US 5,390,326). 

38. For claims 19-21 and 41, Lehtovirta teaches sending signals to a plurality of end nodes 
(see paragraphs 44 and 45). Khalil teaches sending fault messages using intemet protocol (see 
paragraphs 4 and 5). Lehtovirta in view of Khalil teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of periodically sending fault signals to a plurality of end nodes at 
preselected time intervals and monitoring for fault signals at preselected time intervals. 

39. However, Shah teaches periodically sending fault signals to a plurality of end nodes at 
preselected time intervals (see col. 4 lines 44-46 and 53-59); and operating at least some of the 
plurality of end nodes to monitor for fault signals at the preselected time intervals but not 
between the preselected time intervals (see col. 4 lines 44-46). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of Shah in the system of Lehtovirta in view of 
BChalil. The motivation for doing so is to allow the nodes only have to monitor for fault signals 
at the time intervals selected, which allows the nodes to reduce processing power previously 
spent on constantly monitoring for fault signals. 

40. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta in 
view of Daruwalla and Gomez (US 6,178,327). 
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41. Regarding claim 31, Lehtovirta discloses a failure recovery operation where partial and 
complete network node failures are detected [figure 10]. In the case where a partial failure is 
detected, a hst (fault signal) containing affected User Equipment (UE) and Radio Access Bearers 
(RABs) is generated and distributed among the network nodes. The network node that receives 
the list (fault signal) uses the list information to reset all affected RABs (fault response 
operation). Additionally, fauh responses could also include a reset of all RABs for a particular 
UE and the resetting of signaling connections [0044-0045] . 

42. The fault messages in Lehtovirta's invention are distributed among network nodes. 
Lehtovirta does not disclose the UEs (end nodes) receive a fault signal or perform a recovery 
operation. Daruwalla discloses an architecture where an modem (end node) initiates a fault 
response upon the reception of a failure announcement message from a Cable Modem 
Termination System (CMTS) (network node). In Daruwalla' s invention the fault response 
performed by the modem is to cutover to a secondary path by connecting to another CMTS [col. 
14 lines 4-17, figures 6 and 7] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use Daruwalla's fault recovery mechanism in Lehtovirta's 
invention to reduce delays caused by equipment failure or a network failure [Daruwalla, col. 2 
lines 50-55]. 

43. Lehtovirta does not disclose the mobile node including the list of nodes and the fault 

responses. However, Gomez teaches the mobile node including the list of nodes and fault 
responses (see col. 4 line 65 - col. 5 lines 24). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the system of Gomez in the system of Lehtovirta. The motivation 
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for doing so is to make the system more flexible by allowing the mobile to select the fault 

response. 

44. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta in 
view of Gomez and Daruwalla as applied to claim 31 above, and further in view of Khalil. 

45. For claim 32, Lehtovirta does not disclose generating, from Mobile IP signals directed to 
the end node or transmitted by the end node, a list of network nodes identifying network nodes 
used in routing signals to or from the end node, the Mobile IP signals including at least one of a 
Mobile IP agent solicitation message, a Mobile IP agent advertisement message, a Mobile IP 
registration message and a Mobile IP registration reply message. 

46. However, Khalil teaches generating, from Mobile IP signals directed to the end node or 
transmitted by the end node, a list of network nodes identifying network nodes used in routing 
signals to or from the end node, the Mobile IP signals including at least one of a Mobile IP agent 
sohcitation message, a Mobile IP agent advertisement message, a Mobile IP registration message 
and a Mobile IP registration reply message (see col. 5 lines 33-42). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to generate the list as taught by Khahl in the system of 
Lehtovirta in view of Gomez. The motivation for doing so is to generate the list as mobiles 
register so that is no delay when the list needs to be accessed. 



47. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta (US 
2001/0034228) in view of Daruwalla, as applied to claim 25, and further in view of and Shah 
(US 5,930,326). 



Application/Control Number: Page 14 

10/619,384 

Art Unit: 2419 

48. For claim 35, Lehtovirta teaches sending signals to a plurality of end nodes (see 
paragraphs 44 and 45). Lehtovirta does not disclose periodically sending fault signals to a 
plurality of end nodes at preselected time intervals and monitoring for fault signals at preselected 
time intervals. 

49. However, Shah teaches periodically sending fault signals to a plurality of end nodes at 
preselected time intervals (see col. 4 lines 44-46 and 53-59); and operating at least some of the 
plurality of end nodes to monitor for fault signals at the preselected time intervals but not 
between the preselected time intervals (see col. 4 lines 44-46). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of Shah in the system of Lehtovirta in view of 
Khalil. The motivation for doing so is to allow the nodes only have to monitor for fault signals 
at the time intervals selected, which allows the nodes to reduce processing power previously 
spent on constantly monitoring for fault signals. 

50. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta in 
view of Daruwalla, as applied to claim 25, and fiirther in view of Keller et al. (US 
2004/0049565). 

5 1 . For claim 38, Lehtovirta teaches the service interference notification signal is a message 
indicating a fault (see paragraphs 44 and 45). Jain teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception that a fault is a service outage. Keller et al. teach that a service 
outage is failure of the system, which is considered a fault (see paragraph 15 lines 1-5). 

52. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the method of 
Keller in the system of Lehtovirta. The motivation for using the method of Keller in the system 
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of Lehtovirta is in the event of the failure of a node in the network, which would cause a break in 
the connections between the node, to have the system recognize that as a fault. 

53. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lehtovirta et al. 
(US 2001/0034228) in view of Khalil and Daruwalla, as applied to claim 44 above, and further 
in view of Hippelainen et al. (US 2004/0081086). 

54. For claim 45, Lehtovirta does not disclose the use of a Mobile IP registration operation in 
response to the fault. However, Hippelainen teaches releasing a resource link and a Mobile IP 
registration operation in response to the fault (see paragraph 5). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the system of Hippelainen in the system of 
Lehtovirta in view of Khalil. The motivation for doing so is to make the system more reliable. 

55. Claims 50 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lehtovirta in view of Daruwalla. 

56. For claims 50 and 51, Lehtovirta discloses a failure recovery operation where partial and 
complete network node failures are detected [figure 10]. In the case where a partial failure is 
detected, a list (fault signal) containing affected User Equipment (UE) and Radio Access Bearers 
(RABs) is generated and distributed among the network nodes. The network node that receives 
the list (fault signal) uses the list information to reset all affected RABs (fault response 
operation). Additionally, fault responses could also include a reset of all RABs for a particular 
UE and the resetting of signaling connections [0044-0045] . 

57. The fault messages in Lehtovirta's invention are distributed among network nodes. 
Lehtovirta does not disclose the UEs (end nodes) receive a fault signal or perform a recovery 
operation. Daruwalla discloses an architecture where an modem (end node) initiates a fault 
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response upon the reception of a failure announcement message from a Cable Modem 
Termination System (CMTS) (network node). In Daruwalla's invention the fault response 
performed by the modem is to cutover to a secondary path by connecting to another CMTS [col. 
14 lines 4-17, figures 6 and 7] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use Daruwalla's fault recovery mechanism in Lehtovirta's 
invention to reduce delays caused by equipment failure or a network failure [Daruwalla, col. 2 
lines 50-55]. 

Response to Arguments 

58. The argument with respect to the end node operating to generate the list of network nodes 
is not persuasive. The claims do not require that the list of network nodes be generated by the 
end node. The claims only require that a list of network nodes be generated. The reference to 
the end node, in the claim language cited by the Applicant, is used to describe the information 
basis of the list of network nodes, not the terminal that generates the list of network nodes. 

59. The argument with respect to the selection of a fault operation from a plurality of 
possible operations is not persuasive. According to Lehtovirta, a different operation (plurality of 
operations) is selected according to whether a failure in a node was a partial failure or a complete 
failure. If a complete failure occurred, a node wide reset message is sent. If a partial failure 
occurred, a list of affected terminals is formed and sent to other nodes [0044] . 

60. The arguments filed on 12/23/2008 have been fully considered but are not persuasive, for 
the reasons stated above. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEFFREY M. RUTKOWSKI whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1215. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30-5:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571) 272-3088. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Jeffrey M Rutkowski 
Patent Examiner 
03/14/2009 

/Hassan ICizou/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



